62                    Objections III with Replies

It is quite certain that the knowledge of this proposition, I exist,
depends upon that other one, I think, as he has himself correctly
shown us. But whence comes our knowledge of this proposition,
1 think ? Certainly from that fact alone, that we can conceive no
activity whatsoever apart from its subject, e.g. we cannot think of
leaping1 apart from that which leaps, of knowing apart from a
knower, or of thinking without a thinker.

And hence it seems to follow that that which thinks is something
corporeal; for, as it appears, the subjects of all activities can be
conceived only after a corpweal fashion, or as in material guise,
as M. Descartes himself afterwards shoivs, when he illustrates by
means of wax-, this ivax was understood to be always the same thing,
i.e. the identical matter underlying the many successive cJianges,
though its colour, consistency, figure and other activities were
altered. Moreover it is not by another thought that I infer that
I think ; for though anyone may think that he has thought (to think
so is precisely the same as remembering}, yet we cannot think that
we are thinking, nor similarly know that -ive know. For this would
entail the repetition of the question an infinite number of times;
whence do you know, that you know, that you know, that you know ?

Hence, since the knoivledge of this proposition, I exist, depends
upon the knowledge of that other, I think, and the knowledge of it
upon tJie fact that we cannot separate thought from a matter that
thinks, the proper inference seems to be that that ivhich thinks is
material rather than immaterial.

REPLY.

Where I have said, this is the mind, the spirit, the intellect, &r
the reason, I understood by these names not merely faculties,
but rather what is endowed with the faculty of thinking ; and this
sense the two former terms commonly, the latter frequently bear.
But I used them in this sense so expressly and in so many places
that I cannot see what occasion there was for any doubt about their
meaning.

Further, there is here no parity between walking3 and thinking;
for walking is usually held to refer only to that action itself, while
thinking4 applies now to the action, now to the faculty of thinking,
and again to that in which the faculty exists.

1 walking, in F. V., cf. Keply also.                     2 Cf. vol. i. p. 154.

3 ambulatio.                                                     4 cogitatio.